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Reagan and the AW 4CS Sale to Saud1 Arabia 
Eureaucratlc Polrt~cs in Action 

Introduction w 

In 198 1, President Ronald Reagan announced that the Umted States u ould sell advanced air 

defense armaments, mcludmg F-l 5 Improvements. AIM-9L air-to-air mlsslles, and the Airborne Wammg 

an 4 Control System (AWACSII to the Kmgdom of Saud] Arabia Despite strong opposition in Congress, 

the admmlstratlon successfully concluded the sale Fundamental to the success of the pohcy debate was 

the President’s careful orchestranon of efforts to secure a majonty of support wlthm the Senate 

The thesis of this paper IS that the President assumed a bureaucratic polmcs model m the 

orchestration of his pohcy support on Capitol Hill In order to confrm this thesis, it 1s essential to first 

understand the Consntutlonal roots to the struggle between the executive and legislative branches ober 

fofelgn pohcy Over the past 100 1 ears, these roots have blossomed mto leglslatlon specifically targeting 

one area of foreign pohcy -- Foreign Mlhtaty Sales (FMS) While the Constltutlon and subsequent 

leglslatlon provided the legal foundations u3on which President Reagan maneuvered, he had several 

strategies available depencmg on his underlymg assumptions of gobemmental acflon In his selection from 

the three generally accepted models, President Reagan’s pohcy strategy pomts toward a Bureaucratic 

Politics paradigm Therefore, this paper will explore the President’s choice of models by, first, descrlbmg 

tip Constitutional conflict over foreign pohcy between the executive and legislative branches Then, it 1% 111 

broadly sketch the leglslatlon that resulted m the area of FMS Fmally, it will describe President Reagan’s 

efforts to secure the sale of the AWACS to Saud1 Arabia and how those efforts conforms to a Bureaucratic 

Polltlcs model of governmental action v, lthm the Cmted States -- a nation with struggle as a centerpiece of 

it; Constitution 

IhvltaOon to Struggle: Constltutlonal Confrontation 

The basis for the conflict between the President and the Congress over FMS finds its roots m the 

openmg moments of our government While the Consntunon 1s unpreclse over responslblhty for foreign 

affairs, the document suggests a shanng of powers with the Executive to take the lead Article II, Sectlon 3 

gives the President the exclusive right to recognize foreign powers through the power to receive 

ambassadors and other public mmisters Though the Congress has challenged this power m the past, as m 

when Senator Goldwater (Rep., AZ) attempted to block recognmon of the Peoples Republic of China, the 

Supreme Court has held the power to reside with the Executive branch alone ’ While Sectson 5 would 

suggest autonomy m foreign affau-s, Section 2 clouds the issues as it incorporates some of the checks and 

balances of our Constnution mto the arena of foreign tialrs Section 2 gives the President the powers of 



Commander m Chief ant the ablllty to make treaties H 1t.h foreign states Han ever, these pan ers are 

exptessly not exclusl\ e 

Article I, Section 8, m Its enumeranon of Congressional pouers grants the legislative branch the 

power to declare war, raise armies, maintarn navies, and authorize an) expenditures made by the 

government Article II, Section 2 states that the Senate must ratify any treaty with a two-thirds maJor1t-y 

So fhe power of the president exists m shades of gray dependmg upon the mdlvldual issue m the foreign 

POl/ cy arena This sharing of powers m the foreign affairs arena surfaced at the earliest pomt m the 

AWACS sale review m Congress In hts questlonmg of Secretary of State Alexander 14 Halg, Jr, Senator 

Pell (Dem , RI) stressed, “Our system of government m\ohes a sharing of responslbllny, pamcularly u 1tl-1 

the Senate under the Constltutlon m the field of Foreign affairs “’ Secretary Halg did not argue the point, 

but asserted that his presence at the hearmg constituted executive agreement and a quest for leglslatlve- 

executive consensus on the issue 3 

1L’hlle most pohcq debates m contemporary pohtlcs stem from the above powers, Article I, 

Section 8, gives one addmonal pon er to the Congress -- the pouer to regulate mtematlonal commerce 

Though Congress has delegated much of this power to the president, such as the power to determine Most 

Favored Nation tradmg status, the Congress retams overslght authority as ekldenced by the debate over 

su port for China’s nadmg status m 1993 and 1994 4 This pou er also clouds the issue of FMS For 
P 

though arms sales have a special character and are frequently blewed as foreign pohcy Issues, they are m 

fact business transactions of great magnitude When hearings began m Congress m the Fall of 198 1, the 

proposed sale of mlhtary equipment to the Kingdom of Saud1 Arabia was the largest sale of mlhtary 

equipment m the history of the Umted States ’ Such a sale. m addition to being a tool of foreign pohcy, 

also constituted a ngmficant trade Issue 

Few members of Congress get mvolved m FMS For most, the issues are too salient to warrant 

attention Others that do seek mvolvement do so for moral reasons Of the small percentage that regularly 

Ir/volve themselves m such sales, the maJorlty are motivated by ethmc pollttcs Frequently the drlvmg 

force behmd these members are powerful ethnic lobbies, such as those of Greek or Jewish Americans ’ 

Several factors preceded the AWACS sale to make these lobby efforts even more powerful m 

&S matters The breakdown m party dlsclplme over the past twenty-five years has allowed more and 
I 

more members to freely prosecute their OUTI agendas Further, Congresaonal perceptions of excess 

Executtve power m the wake of the Vietnamese conflict led to increased efforts by Congress to reign m 

dadltlonal presldentlal independence m the field of foreign affars Fmally, the promulgatton (WC) ofthe 

Nixon Doctrine’ s~gnrficantiy increased the volume and import of FMS as an mstrument of foreign pohcy 

$ the US sought to have other nanons fight our battles for us! All of these factors led to legislative 

restnctlons, glvmg more defmlte form to the Congressional invltatlon to struggle 



I 

Prelude to a Battle: The Trail of Legalatl\ e RestrIctions 

Though FMS leglslatlon dated to 1898 9 Congress took mmal steps to codify I& posmon m the 

expanding role of FMS m 1974 u lth the \;lson Amendment The amendment, modified m 1976,” 

req.ured the President to “non@ Congress 50 da> s prior to enactmg major weapon sales ’ During this 

time, the Congress could veto t?e sale u xh a concurrent resolution Durmg the Congressional hearings on 

the AWACS, Representative Jonathan B Bmgham (Dem , X-Y), House sponsor of the 1 elson Amendment, 

recounted the mltlal motlvatlons for the leglslatlon and traced the roots back to the Klxon admmlsuatlon 

He remmded those present at the hearing hou then President S lxon had expanded the FMS program and 

thereby “eroded” the control the Congress had built over mlhtary assistance program through their power 

of the purse ‘I Kixon signed the bill mto law on December 30, 1974 However, the amendment left the 

executive branch great latitude with FMS 

Though the bill sohdlfied Congressional mvolvement m slgmficant military sales, the amendment 

also limited then- ability to stifle executive mltlatlves By speclfymg a veto, not approval of the sale, the 

President could contmue with his preferred pohcles unless Congress mustered the votes to overrlde his 

decision Therefore, he could command pohcy u nh a simple maJor]ty m either house of Congress l2 The 

pohcy lmphcations of the Telson Amendment did not escape President Reagan 

Opening Moves: Prelude to the 1981 AWACS Sale 

By the mid-1 97Os, arms sales to the Persian Gulf region had already demonstrated a new era for 

FMS as a tool of foreign policy By 1974,60 percent of all FMS was to Gulf states l3 Furthermore, the 

character of these sales had radically changed Whereas m previous decades, nations only sold older, less 

capable weapons abroad, by the mid-1970s, the Gulf states were fieldmg the latest m Western technology 

Iran received its first F- 14 fighter alrcraft only 2 1 months after the US Kavy, and received other equally 

sophlstlcated equipment to augment their au, land, and sea forces throughout the decade l4 

Economic factors durmg the 1970s were also unpoxtant to the transfoxmatlon m FMS Post- 

Vietnam cuts m US defense expenditures cut domestic arms sales at the same tllne that OPEC price 

qcreases (and their resulting profits) and the Middle East War boosted foreign demand for US military 

h,ardware Amencan fums became more dependent on foreign sales, notlust to sustam production and 

achieve economies of scale, but to recoup research and development costs l5 One 1976 governmental 

study predicted that the loss of FMS would mcrease national unemployment by 0 1 percent and reduce 

GNP by 1 0 percent l6 Through the decade of the 19SOs, FMS accounted for five percent of total annual 

exports.” There were, and still are, qmficant economtc benefits to FMS 

But the benefits from these sales &d not come without conflict. President Nixon’s failed attempt 

to sell top-of-the-lme F-4 aircraft to Saudi Arabia was a principal motivator for the Nelson Amendment. In 



the uan’ng dajs of the Ford adm’n’strat’on, the US proposed to sell AW4CS a’rcrafi to Iran Carter 

countered the move upon h’s elect’on Then m the latter days of the Carter admm’stratlon, the execut’\e 

began negot’at’ons on the AWACS sale to the Saud’ A’r Force ‘* Carter, stung b> the sudden upheaval m 

Iran, the So\ ‘et ‘n\as’on of 4fghan’stan and poor publ’c approl al ratings, could not muster suffic’ent 

support m Congress He eventually M lthdreu the sale from cons’derat’on w ‘th the concurrence of 

Copgresslonal leadership I9 U’hen President Reagan re-mlt’ated the sale ‘n 198 1, the Congress reacted 

strongly How he reacted depended on h’s underlying model of governmental action 

The President’s Choice of Polltlcal Models 

In h’s seminal work, Essence of Decrsmn Explamrng the Cuban Iblsslle Cruu, Dr Graham 

Allison of Harvard Un’verslty postulated three theories of government action (see appendices for further 

mformat’on) H’s work detailed the ’ Rational Actor,” L Organ’zat’onal Process,” and the ‘ Bureaucratic 

Pol’t’cs” paradigms As one moved from the Rational Actor toward the Bureaucratic Politics model I:fiom 

the nation as a smgle actor, to organ’zat’ons of the government, to finally md’v’duals wlth’n the 

government), the depth at uh’ch one explored the internal workmgs of the government increased w’th 

poss’ble changes m predicted outcomes from the same scenario 

Had President Reagan assumed a rational actor scheme of policy formulanon, he would assume 

that governmental action would be a choice designed to maxlm’ze value assoc’ated w’th nat’onal 

ObJectives Though the ObJectives could change, the natural metric against which they uould hkely be 

measured would be the Kat’onal Security Strategy of the United States As such, one could assume that as 

the drafier of this strategy, his choices to support that scheme would preball as “value maxlm’zmg ” 

T”r erefore, the AWACS sale would require httle, if any, executive mvolvement besides commun’catmg 

how the transact’on was connected to the national values However, this sunplrstlc approach assumes a 

natlonaVgovemmenta1 consensus on the value system and on the lmkage of the sale to those values Given 

the traditional compet’uon over pr’ormes m the Middle East, such assumptions are 111 founded Greater 

depth 1s required for adequate analysis 

A second option exlsted -- the Orgamzatlonal Process Model This model assumes that 

governmental action 1s the result of orgamzatlonal outputs Output 1s predictable smce It 1s the result of 

spdard operatmg procedures Given the parochial pnontles of organizations, turnover m personnel 

s ii ould not change the basic operatmg procedures 2o Hence, the shift m control of the Senate m the 1980 

elections (the Democrats retamed leadership m the House) would not alter governmental action. 

Additionally, uncertamty avoidance mherent to the organlzanonal process model would make the Congress 

averse to the risks associated with a shift m p01tcy.~’ Because the best predlctlon of cuITent action (2) 1s the 

c ost recent action (r - I),= had President Reagan used this model he would have looked at the recent 

Congressional history to predict the action the “government” would take on the AWACS sale. 



In thrs anal) SE, one still has 10 mahe a few assumptions as to how to define the standard o>eratmg 

procedures A first cut could be to define standard operating procedures to be Congressional \ otes alon 

pany lmes Hou e\er. given the rapid erosion of party clsclplme m the 1970s and 19SOs, partisan lines 

u ere mcreasmgly poor predictors of \ otmi behavior Instead of loolrmg at voting beha\ Ior across the 

spectrum of polmcal quesrrons, voting beha\ lor n lthm tie more narrowly defined area of arms sales would 

be a better predictor of the outcome of rhls pohcy questlon Past behavior (I - I) was not promlsmg for the 

President’s proposal During the latter days of the Carter admmlstratlon, the Congress had suppressed an 

even less contentious arms sale package to the Kmgdom of Saud1 Arabia based on concerns for technology 

transfer, regional mstablln-y, and the perceived threat to the state of Israel The Orgamzatlonal Process 

Model would, therefore, predict Congressional veto of the FMS package regardless of Presidential action 

-. 

Hou ever, President Reagan assumed a Bureaucratic Polmcs Model of governmental action (see 

Appendix A for futier mformatlon) and structured his actions accordmgly The Bureaucratic Pohtlcs 

Model realizes that action 1s a polmcal resultant of bargammg The three fundamental characterlstlcs of 

this model are (1) that there are always confhcts m values and goals that must be reconciled before a 

deaslon, (2) there are completmg groups of people within groups wth competing goals and values, and (3: 

the relative power of the groups are relevant to the final decision ‘3 From these basic assumptions on the 

model emerge several key premises Fzrst, posmons define power as well as oppommmes to mfluence 

outcomes ‘4 Second, the goals and interests of each player affect their posltlon and the outcome of the 

process ” Third, deaclmes and events force players to take stands rather than enjoy a leisurely evaluation 

of options 26 Fourth, pouer is a function of bargaining advantages, skill and ~111 ‘l Reagan was conscious 

of these aspects of the ‘game” as he orchestrated his AWACS gameplan 

Tpe Presldentlal Gameplan 

The bureaucratic polltlcs model framed the Prewdent’s outlook, for the characterlstlcs of the 

model provided the context m which the President operated This context mciuded key players, then goals 

and values, and the conflicts wnhm and between orgamzatrons and mdlvlduals The President saw his 

positron clearly He used the Secretanes of State and Defense, and the Chamnan of the Jomt Chiefs of 

Staff, to articulate these views before the Congress and the public. In statements before both the House and 

Senate Commmees on Foreign Affaus, Secretary Wemberger lurked the sale to our “vnal national 

terests.‘28 9 He further stated that the admnnstratron sought to create regional stablhty by allowmg the 

Saudis to defend then or1 fields from foreign aggression The sale also sought to build confidence m the 

US as a “reliable partner m the region ” The arms transfer was further mtended as a foundatron for closer 

pohtical and m&ary cooperatron between the two nations. Fmally, the AWACS and associated equipment 

would “increase the effectiveness of our own mihtary capabllnies If we were ever called upon to deploy 

U S forces to the area.“2g Secretary Harg added that the sale was intended to encourage Saudi partrclpation 



m the Mmdle East peace process lo In the conteyt of the on-gomg Iran-Iraq u’ar and the So\ let occupatron 

of Afghanistan the admmtstratton also sought to contain So\ ret and lslamtc fundamentalist mfluence m the 

Gulf region 

Congress had goals as well On &e pohcy front, there was strong bachmg for lsrael and a =ear 

tha t any arms transfer would srgmficantly tmpatr that state’s defense posmon Representative LeBoutrlher 

(Rep , SY) voiced the concern of many when he tried to frame the issue m terms of constnuency support 

He argued that the 1980 electton was a reJectron of President Carter’s polrcres, whrch included support to 

Saudi Arabra ” Senators Pell (Dem , RI), Mathtas (Rep , MD:), and Btden (Dem , DE) all made potnted 

staiements seekmg to reassert Congresstonal evolvement m Foretgn affatrs Senator Btden’s were the 

most tellmg when he seemed to lecture the Secretary of Defense that Executive agreements with foreign 

powers were only LL as good as the wtllmgness of Congress to agree “j2 There were also strong concerns 

over the potenttal loss of a valuable technologrcal acvantage, partrcularly m the wake of the fall of Iran and 

the loss of the F- 14/Phoemx atr-to-au mtssrle system 33 Furthermore, the Democratrc party saw an 

opportumty to reassert leadershtp after Its losses m the 1980 electron and the opening days of the Reagan 

Prestdency 34 The fundamental pohcy dtfferences and the pamsan mfluences on the debate did not fully 

define the lures of dtsagreement 

Wthm each body there were also drfferences m the assessments of values which presented 

m i emal challenges and external opportunmes Wnhm the executrve department, the President held great 

m 4-l uence, but still had mtnor officrals who sought to undercut fits pohcy The most vtstble opposmon was 

an oft-quoted letter from 12 USAF F-l 5 pilots who opposed the transfer of leadmg au-to-an technologtes 

to an, as yet, unreltable natron 3s Furthermore, opposmg Senators were quick to explott radio statements by 

semor Atr Force leaders on the adequacy of 4merrcan AWACS support to the Kmgdom to present the 

image of a divided executne branch j6 Stmtlar breeches m the admmtstratton position emerged as Former 

Assistant Secretary of State for Sear East and South Astan Affatrs, Harold H Saunders argued agamst the 

sale from the perspective of long-term interests m the area, presentmg the usage of a divided Department 

of State ” General George Keegan, rettred, former Asststant Chref of Staff, Atr Force Intelltgence, 

stmtlarly opposed the sale because of the loss of technology, the percetved slant away from Israel, and the 

long-term commttment tt ttnplted to the Arab world 38 Stansfield Turner, dtrector of the Central 

Irrtelltgence Agency fueled the fires of opposmon with fears about the loss of control over valuable 

tecbnologtes 3g However, the Prestdent, by vutue of ha posttton, commanded the resources of the 

executtve branch and was able to mtmmtze pubhc opposttton to the plan from within the agencies and 

Wbtte House, and orchestrated high level testnnony to remforce hts posmon 

In the Congress, the mterests tended to vary, but opposttton was strong Wttbm the House of 

Representatives, the disapproval resolution enJoyed 255 co-sponsors, or 37 more votes than necessary to 

prevail 4o The many mterests hinged on perceived constttueney support, as voiced by Representative 

LeBouttllier (Rep, NY) in the House hearings when he rejected the notion of Prestdenttal freedom m 



foreign affairs ” The Issue of sat&y mg tmpomt lob3y interests also surfaced, as both Jew rsh and Arab 

interest groups presented their testtmony be’ore Congresstonal commmees ‘a 

Rather than accept the orgamzatton as a u hole, Reagan tdenttfied and targeted hey actors and 

strtctured hts efforts to achreve hts goal I-I’s goal was hmned by the scope of existing legtslatton He 

c rdn’t have to wm, he Just had to pre\ ent a loss in both houses of Congress 

First, he saw a strongly Democrattc House of Representatives Though the party included a 

number of ‘boll weevils,” or consenatrv e members, 43 It was stall a difficult battle The admmtstratton 

accepted an uncontested loss m the House and concentrated on the Senate 44 The House passed the 

disapproval legtslatron by a u rde margm (2s to 8 m commntee u rth one “present”, and 301 to 111 on the 

floor) 45 

I 

Reagan elected to fight m the Senate He targeted key Ieaders m the Republrcan-led body, such as 

Senators Mark Andrews (Rep , \ D:, W1111am Cohen (Rep , ME:), Slade Got-ton (Rep , WA), Roger Jepson 

(Rep, IO), Larry Pressler (Rep , SD;l, and Edward Zormsky (Dem , KE) 46 Targetmg key leaders and 

sw mg votes could carry the cay The Presrc ent enJoy ed a reputation as an effective lobby rst4’ and he 

personally pushed hts program Furthermore, he built three “lobby” teams to cover the Senate, the red, 

w hate, and blue teams Each team contamed someone from the Executive leadership and the Departments 

of Defense and State, as well as someone to ansu er any technical questrons The teams briefed every 

Senator and/or his office staff 4* But efforts drd not stop there 4g 

The Admmistratron, realtzmg that power IS relatrve, also sought to undercut the power of the 

opposmon While many of the Democrats trted to oppose the sale based on Israel] security and technology 

transfer, the admmrstratron attacked aggressrvely Presrdent Reagan personally entered the fray, boasttng 

his prevrous support for Israel and u ent so far as to blame Israeli Presrdent Begin for mterfermg m 

Amertcan affairs The Democratrc party plan backfued as those members came to be viewed as pawns of 

the Jewish lobby So Representative Flay d Ftthmn (K) even went so far as to publicly refute that the sale 

was a” Jew tsh Issue ” and to deny any tres to Jewrsh constnuencres ” Reagan also mobthzed 

Democratic party support, most notably from former President Carter, to undercut party loyalty s2 On the 

technolo_q issue, the achnmrstratron effecttv ely defused the Issues ~71th a series of compromtses 

Amencans would crew the arrcrafi for several years mto the future, and would also be responsible for all 

trammg of the Saudis Defusmg the opposmon’s strongest arguments mcreased the relauve power of the 

President’s posmon While refusmg to emphastze the pomt, the Admmrstration also conveyed the pomt 

that the sale would keep the AWACS productron lme open and prevent the Saud1 Au Force from seekmg 

the Bntish h’nnrod ancraft as a substnute.s3 

Fmally, the President orchestrated the context of the executive-legulatlve mteraction to play to his 

power. As the model notes, tunmg is a factor. Barry Blecbman, m his study ;rhe Pohcs of National 

Securzty notes that the timiig of arms sales are cnacal to the success of the proposal Proposais m the first 

sx months of an acbnm~stratlon have much greater chances of approval because post-election power IS htgh 



M hlle pre-election maneul ermg among the Congress IS low ‘4 He a so points to presldentlal popularity as 

hey to success ” Follon mg the 1980 elections the President s strong popularly proc uced 

extraordman party dlsclplme [m the Senate] “6 Blechman also found that the admmlstratlon’s sk111 m 

deal making, the aspirations of pm mem’oers, and the effectiveness of lobby groups were hey He found 

the AWACS sale a turning point m Israeli lobby efforts, findmg their efforts meffectlve They 

strengthened efforts m subsequent J ears ” The Reagan admmlstratlon optlmlzed their efforts m each of 

these areas 

Though the Senate Foreign Relations Committee sent the measure to the floor with a 

recommendation to dlsapprol e the sale (9 to S), the Senate rejected disapproval (allowed the sale to 

proceed) with a vote of 52 to ~8 ” 

Conclusion 

The Constltutlon ImItes struggle betx een the President and the Congress m the field of foreign 

relations Tins struggle has produced a bocy of leglslatlon regulatm; one area of that field, foreign 

mllrtary sales The Constltutlon and resultmg law structured the environment m which President Reagan 

sought to secure approval to sell ad\ anced air defense armaments to the Kmgdom of Saud1 Arabia To 

o 
t 
chestrate a successful pohcy approval strategy, the President first had to make an assumption about 

federal governmental action tn the United States Had he assumed a rational actor model, he would have 

taken mammal action, except to commumcate how the sale optunlzed the return for the United States, and 

then relied on the “value-maxumztng* beha\ ror of the government to reach a decision Had he assumed an 

Orgamzatlonal Process Model, the admmlstratlon could predtct disapproval The Congress had most 

recently rgected an almost Identical package Given that most recent behavior IS the best predlctor of 

actions, Reagan could not hope to overcome the standard operatmg procedures and actions of the 

l?glslatlve branch 

However, by assummg a bureaucratic pohtlcs model, the President was able to target the key 

actors tn the process and orchestrate the mterchange to opttrmze his power Avoldtng the House uhere he 

bad little ability to sway the ceclnon, he mstead fought an aggressive fight w~thm the Senate, usmg strong 

personal and orgamzattonal lobby efforts to remforce his power and undermtne the opposltlon, and forcmg 

the tunmg to hts advantage By assummg that govemmental actlon was the result of a bargammg process, 

he was able to develop and ttnplement a strategy for success 



Appendix A 

The B&eaucratlc Polltlcs Model 
Assumptions and 4ctors In the AW4CS Sale 

The Bureaucratic Politics Model 

Dr Graham Allison of the Kennedy School of Government, Harvard University. postulated a new 
model of poltcy formulatton m his semmal work. The Essence of Decrszon Eutldmg on the framework of 
the Rational Actor and the Orgamzattonal Process Models, he developed the Governmental (Bureaucratic) 
Pohtlcs Model ” Rather than seeing a government as a smgle, rational actor. or even as a collectlon of 
separate agencies with predictable procedures and predlctable results, he proposed that declslons came as 
the result of complex maneuvermg between mdlvldual actors The relative power of each actor, exercised 
through bargammg m each snuatlon, was crucial to predlctmg the outcome of any policy contest ” 
Though he would not suggest reJectIon of the previous models, he would argue that his would provide a 
more realistic view of the policy process at the upper levels of government 

Essential to any application of the A&son model IS the tdenttficatton of the actors m any pohcy 
copfllct In the Saud1 AWACS sale, some of the more unportant actors were the members of Congress, 
pait~cularly the commntees which would recommend approval or disapproval of the sale to their respective 
boches These members are listed below 

Senate Committee on Foreign lielatlons 

Howard H Baker, Jr (TN; 
Jesse Helms (XC) 
S I Hayakawa (CA) 
qchard G Lugar (IX) 
Charles McC Mathtas, Jr (MD) 
Sancy L Kassebaum (KS) 
Rbdy Boschwlu (M5-) 
Larry Pressler (SD) 

Charles H Percy (Ilhno~s) Chauman 

Clalbome Pell (RI) 
Joseph R Blden, Jr (DE) 
John Glenn (OH) 
Paul S Sarbanes (MD) 
Edward Zormsky (5-E) 
Paul E Tsongas (MA) 
Alan Cranston (CA) 
Christopher J Dodd (CN) 



GI ben 0 

Append11 A (cant ) 

House of Represekatl\ es CommIttee on Foreign Affairs 

Clement J Zablocl.1 (Wlsconsm) Chairman 

L H Fountam t?C) 
Dante B Fascell (FL) 
Be$amm S Rosenthal @Y) 
Lee H Hamilton (I?;> 
Jonathan B Bmgham (5-Y) 
Gus Y atron (PA) 
Ste hen J Solarz (VY) 
Do i: Bonker (WA: 
Gehy E Studds (MA) 
Andy Ireland (FL) 
D& Mica (FL) 
Michael D Barnes (MD: 
Ho!ward Wolpe (MI) 
Geo W Crochet& Jr (MI:1 
Bob Shaman&z (OH) 
Sap GeJdenson (CT) 
Meqn M D> mally (CA: 
Denms E Eckart (OH) 
Tom Lantos (CA) 
David R Bowen (MS> 

Wllllam S Eroomfield (VI) 
Edward J DentinskI (IL) 
Paul Fmdley (IL: 
Larry Wmn, Jr (KS) 
Beqamm A Gllman (h’Y) 
Robert J Lagomarsmo (CA) 
Wllham F Goodlmg (PA) 
Joel Pritchard (WA) 
hhlhcent Fenwlck (3 J) 
Robert K Doman (CA) 
Jim Leach (IO) 
Arlen Erdahl (m) 
Toby Roth (WI) 
Ol>mpla J Snowe (ME) 
John LeBoutllher tXY) 
Henry J Hyde (IL) 

Key members of the executive branch mclude Secretary of State Halg, Secretary of Defense Wemberger, 
President Reagan, and key Congressional liaison officials 

However, of some slgmficance are the lesser gobemmental and extragovemmental partlclpants, 
who entered mto the pohcy arena for larlous reasons In this case, these actors included American mlhtary 
off%zers, Jewish and Arab lobby groups, and notable scholars Each of these partlclpants entered mto the 
pohcy discussion with assumptions about hou the process would work 
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’ Jen-Lun Fu, Tawan and the Geopolzttcs of the 4szan-Lmerzcan Dilemma, t?ew York Praeger, 1992) 69- 
70 Senator Goldn ater and 25 other Repubhcan senators challenged President Carter’s abrogation of the 
lJ S -Taiwan mutual defense treat4 of 19% u xhout Congressional consultation An amendment to the 
Intematlonal Security Assistance 4ct of 19i8 clouded the issue u ~th Its reqwrement that the president not 
tepmate any defense trea3 without first consultmg Congress The senators challenged the 
Constrtutlonahty of the president’s actlons and tied It to the larger conflict over the balance between 
Executive and Leglslatlve control of foreign pohcy U S Dlstrlct Judge Gasch ruled m favor of the 
sefiators on October 17, 1979 However, the U S Supreme Cow overturned the decwon, on presldentlal 
appeal, on January 1, 1980, assertmg presldentlal control over treaty termmatlon 
’ United States Senate, Commntee on Foreign Relations, Umted States Senate, Arms Sale Pact&y lo Saudz 
Arabza Hearzngs before the Commzttee on Forezgn Relatzons, Vnzted States Senate, lvznezy-seventh 
Congress, First Sesszon, Part I, October I, 5, 6, 14, and 15, 1981 (Washington, D C L S Government 
Prmttng Offlice, 198 1) 20 Senator Pell’s remarhs were during the hearings on October 1, 198 1 
Representative Tom Lantos of Cahfomla echoed those sentiments from the House of Representatwes m his 
testimony before the Senate commntee uhen he stated, “I think that the admmlstratlon made a 
tremendously senous mistake by makmg the SaudIs beheve that It could dehver on a promise u nhout 
ascertaining the sentiments of the Congress ” Hts testimony occured on October 1, 1981 (same document, 
page 21) Representatne Clarence D Long of Maryland concurred m the testimony that followed, arguing 
far a Congressional reassessment of arms sales pohcy (same document page 3 1) 
3 Senate Foreign Relations Commntee, 20 
4 pmted States House of Representatives, Commmee on Wa\-s and Means, Vnrted Szares-Chzna 4cr of 
1994 da%erse Report, August I, 1994 (Washmgton, D C U S Government Prmtmg Office, 1993) l-3 
lg a review of the United States-China Act of 1994, Mr Gibbons, from the Commmee on Ways and Means 
111 the House of Representatives provided a concise hlstory of the Executive-Leglslatlre debate on wade 
pohcy, with emphasis on China In general, the President has the authorny to grant Most Favored Katlon 
trade status, but must certify certam freedom of emlgatlon standards m communist states Followmg 
Pkesldentd notlficatmn, theCongress has 6C days to consider veto action The document also 
communicates the role of Congress in regulatmg mtemational commerce, as well as the confhct over 
control of foreign pohcy For additional mformatlon on the debate over Chma’s trade status. see President 
Clinton’s Communzcatzonpom the Preszdent of the Vnzted States Extgenszon of Wazver Authority for the 
PeopIeS RepubIzc of Chzna dated 6 June 1995 (Washmgton, D C U S Government Prmtmg Office, 
1995) 
’ Senate Foreign Relations Commmee, 9 Remarks by Senator Patrick Moymhan before the Senate 
Foreign Relations Commmee on October 1, 1981 
’ Barry M Blechman, The Pohtzcs of h’atzonal Securzy Congress and V S Defense Polzcy 0 ew York 
Oxford University Press, 1990) 113 
’ The Klxon Doctrme was an outgrowth of Vletnamlzatlon of the Vietnam Conflict The U S would shape 
a mangular balance of power between the U S , Soviet Umon, and China “The United States would then 
delegate certam regional allies the manpower burden of defendmg therr neighborhoods agamst 
communism ” For more mformatton on the Saxon Doctrme, see Walter Isaacson, Kzssznger A Bzography 
(Kew York Simon & Schuster, 1992) 239-245 As a result of the Nixon Doctrme, F’h4S expanded and 
became a more nnportant tool of Amencan foreign pohcy 
’ Blechman, 113 
” For a comprehensive discussion of the development of FMS leglslanon and the executtve-legislative 
dynarmc, see Robert D. Shuey, “Alternative Cntena for U. S Arms Export Controls,” Congressional 
Research Service, 1978 HIS March 7,1978 unpublished paper (report number 78-126F) 1s avaIlable at the 
National Defense Untverslty Library. 
” Blechman, 12 1 Modlficanons to the bill in 1976 reqmred the President to not@ Congress 30 days pnor 

to completmg all sales valued at $14 mtlllon or more for single weapons, and S50 million or more for sales 
of “defense articles and servlses ” 
I ’ UnIted States House of Representatives, Committee on Foreign Aflaxrs, Proposed Sale of Azrborne 
Warnzng and Control Systems (A SACS) and F-15 Enhancements to Saudz Arabza- Hearzngs and Markup 
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before the Commrttee on Forezgn iffazrs and Its Subcommzttees on Internatronal Securzt) and Scientific 
dffazrs and on Europe and the 1,4zddle East September 28. October I, 6 and 7. 1981 (Washmgton, D C 
U S Government Prmtmg Office, 198 1115 Representat e Bmgham’s remarhs were during hearings on 
September 28, 198 1 . 
‘* Following he Immtgratzon and ,l’aturalz:atzn Sen zce v Chadha, 1983, Congress amended the h elson 
provIsIons, changmg the concurrent resolution to aJomt resolution requirement The change allowed the 
President to veto then actlons and ehmmated the ’ legislatl~e veto ” 
l3 Robert Berman, “U S Arms to the Persian Gulf,” Current Issues zn L’S Defense Polzc~, ed David T 
Johnson and Earry R Schneider pew York Praeger Publishers, 1976) 99 
I4 Berman, 103 
” Kenh Krause, Arms and the State Patterns of b4zlztary Productton and Trade (Cambndge U K 
Cambridge Unlverslty Press, 1992) 105- 107 
I6 United States, Congressional Budget Office, The Efict of Forezgn h4zlztary Saks on the US &onom>J, 
staff workmg paper (Washmgton, D C Congressional Budget Office, 23 July 1976) For more 
mfxmatlon see Krause, page 108 
I7 Blechman, 115 
‘* Blechman, 122-123 
” For further dlscusslon of the Execuave-Leglslatlve battle over the AWACS durmg the Carter 
Adrmrustration, see Elechman, 122- 124 The battle largely centered around a power struggle between 
President Carter and Senator Robert Byrd (Dem , WV), the maJorny leader Byrd opposed the sale and 
vlewed Presldentlal determmatlon to proceed as a challenge to hrs leadership In the face of certain defeat, 
the President w&drew the sale from conslderatlon Also see Charles MC Mathlas, Jr, “Ethnm Groups 
and Foreign Pohcy,” Forezgn Afizrs, Vol 59, ‘\‘o 5 (Summer 1981) 994-995 
I0 Graham T Allison, Essence of Deczszon fiplaznzng the Cuban lL4zsszle Crzszs (Boston Little, Brown 
and Company, 1971) 81 Orgamzatlons tend to recnnt members who share the unn’s value system 
Addmonal group pressures and rewards drlv e members to conform to the expected norms 
‘I Allison, 72 
” Allison, 9 1 
l3 Allison, 157 
” Allison, 165 
” Allison, 167 
x Allison, 168 
*’ Allison, 168 
” Senate Foreign Relations Commmee, 65 Testimony occured on October 1, 198 1 
” Senate Foreign Relations Committee, 54 Testnnony occured on October 1, 198 1 
3o House Commntee on Foreign Affaus, 184 Testimony occured on October 5,1981, one week after an 
Iranian am attack on Kuwait1 or1 fielcs 
s1 House Committee on Foreign Affaas, 152 Testnnony occured on October 7,198 1 
32 Senate Foreign Relations Committee, 20,30, and 76 Testimony of Senators Pell (page 20), Mathlas 
$age 30), and Btden (page 76) occured on October 1,198l 
3 See Senate Foreign Relattons Coxnmtttee Remarks from Senators Biden, Glenn, and Presler throughout 
the hearmgs m October consistently remforce these concerns 
34 Blechman, 124 
35 House Commlttee on Foreign Affaws, 16- 17 Once this letter was placed mto the public record on 
September 28, 1981, tt was subsequently cited m Senate testnnony 
36 Senate Foreign Relattons Commtttee, 28. Senator Mathlas’ remarks were m testnnony on October 1, 
1981 
37 Senate Foreign Relations Committee, 108. Testunony occured on October 5, 1981 
38 Senate Foreign Relations Cotnmtttee, 265 
39 Blechman, 122 

Testimony occured on October 6,198l 

4o House Committee on Foreign Affans, 25. Representattve Long’s remarks occured dunng testunony on 
28 September 1981 
41 House Conuntaee on Foreign Affau-s., 152. Testtmony occured on October 7,198 1 



” Senate Foreign Relations Committee, 140- 159 Testimony mcluded the ‘iational Association of Arab 
Americans (ILO), the Jenish drmerlcan Veterans (153), and the Amencan-Israel Pubhc Affarrs Commlnee 
(159) Further wmessess included numerous academics and loobylsts Cned testimony occured on 5 
October 19s 1 I 

43 Fischer, 191 
” United States House of Representatn es, Commntee on Armed Services, illegarzons ofimproper 
Lobbyng by Department of Defense Personnel of the C-SB and B-IB 4trcrafi and Sale to Saud1 Xrabza of 
the Au-borne Warnmg and Control System Hearings before the Investtgatlons Subcommtttee of the 
CommIttee on Armed Serwces. Mnety-seventh Congress, Second Session, Hearrngs Held September 14, 15, 
:6, 30, andNovember 30, 1982 (Washmgton, D C U S Government Prmtmg Office, 19S3) 150 Also 
see Blechman, 124 
45 Elechman, 124 
46 Blechman, 124 
47 LOWS Fisher, The PolltIcs of Shared Power Congress and the Executrve, Second Edmon (Washmgton, 
D C Congressional Quarterly Press, 1993) 102 Comments by Senator Mark Hatfield, Republican of 
Oregon 
a house Armed Serwces Committee, 150 
4g The aggressneness and success of the Admu-nstration’s lobby efforts led to hearmgs by the 
In’cestlgatlons Subcommittee of the Commmlttee on Armed Services m the House of Respresentatlves on 
December 30, 1982 These hearmg found that the Admmlstratlon did exceed the leglslatrve restrxtlons on 
;;ecutwe lobbymg 

pnlted States Senate, Committee on ForeI-@ Relations, Xrms Sale Package to Saudi Xrubuz Hearings 
before the Commtttee on Foreign Relations, L’nrted States Senate, k’tne~weventh Congress, Ftrst Session, 
Part 2, October I, 5, 6, 14, and 15, 1981 (Washmgton, D C U S Government Prmtmg Office, 1981 j 1 
Also see the NY Times, October 4, 1981 for the story which mtenslfied interest m the Presidential tactics 
qe story IS cited UI the Commltte re3ort on page 182 
5’ Senate Foreign Relations Commmee, Part 2,: Testimony occured on October 14,198 1 
” Blechman, 124 
s3 Senate Foreign Relations Commntee, 59 General David C Jones, Chairman of the Jomt Chiefs of Staff, 
testified on October 1, 198 1 that the Saudls would seek Bntlsh h’lmrod alrcraft If the United States refused 
to sell the AWACS While members of the Senate Foreqn Relations Commntee tried to defuse the point 
wfth arguments that the h‘lmrod was not a compatible system, the admmlstratlon planted the seed that 
Aberican Jobs were at stake Further testunony brlefly even addressed the length of tune the order u ould 
keep alrcraft production lmes 111 operation 
y Blechman, 128-129 
s5 Blechman 129 
56 Fischer, 190 
” Elechman, 129 
‘* Blechman, 124 
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60 Allison, 173 
61 Alhson, 256 


